
July 10, 2004 

Chahnan Michdel K. Powell 
Federal Comnunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 an1 writing to add my voice to the growing nuniber of groups and individuals opposed to efforis 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, X implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than [he pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with h i s  or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
e%umple, is connected to a “platfom” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska.. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about 3 company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of soieone in Virginia. Currant rules, as well as common sense. state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no mlutionship whatswver to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Pricware already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’r need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant givadway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

”$9 7 

Commissioner Michael J .  Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelsrein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Fedoral Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03.133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cumen[ rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than thc: pleadings of the four Bell comptnies. 

The Bell cornpanies.want to target those calls in which a caller iises a pre-paid calling card and 
dials fi toll-free niunber. along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform.” he or she hems a message about a company, non-profit or person. The cilller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as w ~ l l  as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraske and rheri 3 
separate. call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies ‘want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitam in- 
state BCCCSS charges. Such fees have nardationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ acrual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products.’ Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rales reppresent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calliiig cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this mnoer. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies tho door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

/ 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q+ Abemat 

Commissioner Michael I. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonarhan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am wriring lo add my voice 10 the growing number of groups and iqdividuals opposed to efforts 
by the bCdl Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls pliced with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in h i g h  rates - in m a y  cases, dralnatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rither than the pleadings of the four BelI companies. 

The Bell cornpa& want to rarget those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dkds a toll-.free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state --let‘s say in Nebraska. From h i s  
“platForm,” he or she hcars a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense. staTe 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Roth calls arc subjecr to inlerstatc access charges because there is a call to Nebrash and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want LO treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to rho Bell compznies’ actual 
cos& which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Cansumers.don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent Y blatanr giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cuds have 
weighed in with the FCC in ai effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time €or the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerslv. I .. 
9 ,  ; @ dOU+ 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin S. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Conmunicstions Commission 
445 12rh Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

‘Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by thc local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pro-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumets who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to kcip the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want lo target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PDl. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “plaPorm” in another sfale --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The callef then 

dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate illices6 charges because there Is D call to Nebrrska and then a 
separate cui1 to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat ,this as a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbirant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I amaware that the long ctismce companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effm to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now tin= for the FCC to weigh in on [he side of consumers and show the Bell compmies the door 
on this issue. 

L I  

Commissioner L athleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



J U ~ Y  10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Comnuuications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powcll: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed io efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent currenc rules on calls placed with B pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. AS you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which 3 caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dids a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be i n  Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hews a message about a company. non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as wcll as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia 10 Nebrasku and one from ‘Nebraska IO Vii-ginia. 
Goth calls are subject to intersrate access charges because there is a mll to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to V,irginia. 

But the Bell companies want to Ilreict t h i s  as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ aciusl 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas. milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices o r  
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway TO four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance conipanies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on [he side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

J 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 3. Martin 
Commissioner I o n a t h  S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



J Lily 10, 2004 

Chaiiman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Coinmunications Coinmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairinan Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramtlcally higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Eel1 companies want to target thost calls In which a caller uses n pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who ~ w y  be in Virginia. fo,r 
example, is connected to n “platforni” in anorher statc -- I d s  say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform.” he or she h r a s  a message about 3 company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials die telephone number of somo11e in Virginia. Current rules. as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both cdls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bur the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stute call so they call levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees haGe no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge coi1sumers. 

Prices u e  aheddy rising for gas, milk and other producrs. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to fou,r large 
corporations. 

[‘am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on chis issue. 

S incerel y , 

ccs: Commissioller Kathleen Q. Abernarhy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
C o h s s i o n e r  Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federsll Communications Commissron 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chainnan Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not iinpose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, coIlege sttidenis and 
military fandies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of rhesc 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, LI prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordilble 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with filrmlly and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged neas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-slate” access 
charges and other fees 011 pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon chose consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and orher fees. 

Since&, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Coinmi ssioner Kathleen Abernath y 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

Military personnel stationed in the US. and all over the’world rely heavily upon low-cost 
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending 
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay connected, imniediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men and wonien stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on 
certain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, particuIarIy those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
affordable rates. 

As B result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available -without them, niililary personnel 
could, quite literally, be lefl without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly ham individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep 
‘their loved ones within reach. 

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls, 
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our 
military personnel and refuse u) impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card 
services. 

Sincerely, q L L L * C  
GCS: Commissioner Michael Copps 

Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Conununications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, ‘DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

Militw personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost 
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending 
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay coiinected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men and women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC i s  considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on 
cmain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, particularly those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
affordable rates. 

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available - without than, military personnel 
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep 
their loved ones within reach. 

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls, 
destroying the utility of calling cards for ow service men and womm. Please look out for our 
military personnel and refuse IO impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling cnrd 
servicm. 

Coinmissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Conlmunications Commission 
445 12th Street. S.W. 
Washngton. DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by [he local Bell telephone companies ro circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. lf they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
YOU to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather rhan thc pleadings of the four Bell comptnies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials a toll-’free number. along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia. for 
example, is connected 10 a “platfomi’’ in another stale 
‘platform.” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of Someone in Virginia. Cin-rent rules. as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Bob cdls are subject to intersrate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bur the Bell companies want to treat t h i s  as a shglc in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they wmt to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am awue that the long distance companies and others rhnt suI1 pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in wirh the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ Interests in this m e r .  It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell cornpnnies the door 
on rhis issue. 

let’s say in Nebraska. From this 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S .  Adelstein 
Senatcr 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing nuniber of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell cclephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prc-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramtically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on chis docket, I iiqlore 
you to keep the needs of  consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
diaas a toll-Free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is conmcted to a “platform” in another m e  --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profic or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as convnon sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls ‘are subject to interstate access charges because then is a call to Nebraska and [lien a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bur tbz Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatswver to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only afracrion of whar they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls coo, especially when these higher rates represent B blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

1 am aware that the long distance companies md others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in nn effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now lime for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell.companies Lhe door 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin 
Commissioner Jonalhan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10.2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Comrmssion 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Dockel NO, 03-133 

Ilea Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income funilies, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the cmdit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large. deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid curd may be the only option 
they have to stay connected -to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with fanlily and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvuntaged aeas, consuiners literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indqensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new %-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards, The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford IO b e a  it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing prepaid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any e h t  to raise the costs of pi-e-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services me not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commssioner Michael Copps 
Comss ioner  Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Comssioner  Jondthan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

M i l i w  personnel stationed in the US. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost 
teleconmunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending 
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men and women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on 
certain prepaid calling card servioes. American service personnel, particularly those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
affordable rates. 

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available - without them, military personnel 
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep 
their loved ones within reach. 

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost ofprepaid calls, 
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look Out for OUT 
military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card 
services. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Coinmissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner J o ~ t h a n  Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
W.. cth .h' mgton, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dew Chaiinian Powell: 

1 am writing to ask th&L the FCC not impose new bidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to muke phone calls to look for a job, for xffordable 
housing, make a doctor's appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer con,venience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternarive IO regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new "in-state" access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies whle the burden would fall squarely upon rhose consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitunt new access charges and other fees. 

T 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Comss io i ie r  Kathleen Abemalhy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael PowelL 
Federal Communicalions Commission 
445 12th Skeet. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE. W C  Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC nor impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income Families, senior citizens, imnigrilnts, college students and 
nlilitary fanlilies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of lhese 
consumers do not have .the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay il large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consuiners, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calk to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in  touch with family and kiends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In ecoiiomicall y disadvantaged areas, conwmors literally risk being disconnected if h e  
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cmds we indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable akemafivo to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would Ed11 squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

card consumers by deciding 
charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

3 m  

c c s  Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Conmissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Joiuthzan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July IO, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Cormiiunications Comrnission 
445 12th Street. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs OF consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies wmt to target those calls in which a call& uses a prepaid calling c u d  and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virgini~, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” i n  another state -- let’s say in Nebriska. From this 
“platform,” he or she h e m  a message about a company. non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as comnon sense, state 
[hat rhis represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call KO Ne’braska and thcn a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell conipnies want to treat this as a single in-stat* call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have 110 relationship whatsoever to che Bell companies’ acrual 
costs, which are’ only a fraction of what they want to chrrge consumers- 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates r,epresent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for die ECC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Since 

97 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abwnathy 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
44s 12th Sueei, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effofls 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling Card. ff they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramaticilly higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consuniers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell compmies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling curd and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PLN. The callm, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to n “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
plalfoim,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 

dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two cnlls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Roth calls are subject to interstate access charges hcausc thcrc is a call to Nebrash and then a 
sapurate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to &eat this as a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbiranr in- 
stnte access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to The Eel1 companies’ actual 
costs, which are only n fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices a e  already rising for gas, milk and ocher products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when rhcse higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I xm aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this maimer. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 

“ 

on this issue. 

Sincerely, A& dL p d l  
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q Abernathy 

Commissioner Michael 1. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. M d n  
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone cornpmies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed. it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramtically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-puid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along w i ~  his or her PlN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘’platform’’ in another state -- ler’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about B comp;my. non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to intentate access charges because there is B call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies wmt to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in. 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whdtswver to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consunlers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls TOO, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four hrge 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custoiners’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consuimts and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Co&ssion 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this dockel, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of rht four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-p&l calling c x d  and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who imy be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials h a  telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one frdm Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate acc~ss charges because there is a call to Nrbraska and then a 
separate call to ‘Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as n single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs. which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don‘t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher races represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effol? to protect their custoniers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Eel1 companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely. 

.d /ZQA pi.u/$h/- E.4SEAj bQ6. @&Pp&(/ 
f i>.Np 6)//UHfi M7- ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemdthy 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Coinmissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chaiiinzn Michael Powell 
Feederill Communications Coinnlission 
445 17h Street, S.W. 
Washiagton, DC 20554 

RE: WC Dockel No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income fandies, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services ,for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for ajob, for affordable 
housing, male a doccor’s appointment, or stay in touch with filmily and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being: disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if i t  inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-pid cards. The fees would funnel directly to luge locd 
telephone companies while the burden would fa11 squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afFord to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effoit to raise the costs of pre-paid calling c u d  consumers by deciding 
thet these seivices are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: kommissioner Michael Copps 
Coiivnissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: ‘WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chaiiman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior cirizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to p3y a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, il prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected iE the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alterniltive to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-slate” uccess 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly Lo large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall syuarely upon those consumers chat can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincei-ely, 

5-- 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Coinmissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Aclelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chaiinlw Michael Powell 
Federal Comniunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash IO pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected i f  the 
prices of these cards increase. Prephd calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordilble alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if i t  inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid card&. The fees would Tunnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squal-ely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantiilly increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pte-paid calling c u d  consumers by deciding 
rhat these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Comrmssioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chai rnu  Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice Io the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If hey succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rues - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want lo  target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PlN. The caller,.who may be in Virginia. for 
example, is connected to a “platform” h another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as comnioi? sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls a e  subject to interstate access charges because there is  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies wmt to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
srate access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t wed higher prices for 
phone calls too. espcidly when these higher lares represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cuds have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custoiners’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. A d e l s t e i n \ d M q  , 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington. DC 20554 

Re: W C  Docker No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed lo efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pra-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dram~tically higher 
rates -for consumers who place rhr calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the nerds of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials B toll-free number, along with his or her PJN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ”platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hems a inessage about a company, oon-profir or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Currmr rules. as well as coinmon sense, state 
thar this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Borh calls are subject to interstare access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bur the Eell companies want to treat h i s  as B single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access chxges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Piices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a ‘blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others thut sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Eell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, d 
/feu, ph/shj-- EI$-E& /$obQd- @A@’p/f 

fi&N b)/IViSL/L L . f l  
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

Commissioner Michael I. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adclsrein /!?A , / pb. .. Iq f/ ’’ 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications ConUnrssioii 
44s 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 an writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepajd 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
militwy fanlilies rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or suiplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - co make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with Family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable cosu. 

In ecoiiomically disadvantaged areas, consuiners licerally risk being disconnected if the 
prices OF these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because !hey are an affordable alternative IO regular rind wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cads at affordable piices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Coinmissioner Kathleen Aberndthy 
Conmissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 


